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THE MYTH OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
PREAMBLE 


The purpose of this publication is to dispell 
forever some of the more widely held misconcep- 


workfare ad nauseum, and the militant left: pointless 
job creation, and poses such questions as: Does 
unemployment really exist at all? To most readers 


but not to the disciples of Douglas, to whom this . 
Slender volume is dedicated. I ask of the reader 
only that he approaches this difficult subject with 
an open mind. If this is done I am sure he will 
soon be liberated from the work-slavery ethic. 
Arbeit Macht Frei was, after all, the slogan 
inscribed over the entrance to Auschwitz. 


a 


THE PROBLEM OF FALSE AXIOMS 


Most people will recognise the fallacy in the 
following argument: 

Allah is the one true God, and the prophet Muhammad 
was his messenger. 

How do you know? 

It says so in the Koran, and the Koran is the 

word of Allah. 

How do you know? 

The prophet Muhammad said so, and he was the 
messenger of Allah, the one true God. 


Before the Ayatollah sends his death squads after 
me I should point out that as far as I know, the 
prophet Muhammad may indeed have been the messenger 
of Allah, the one true God. It is the argument, 
(petitio principii), which is unsound, not necessarily 
the content of it. 

I have engaged in many such arguments, debates 
and discussions with committed Christians. They use 
many fallacious arguments, (as do agnostics); the 
assumption of teleology, proof by affirmation, by 
insistance and, worst of all, by faith. But their 
most persistent fallacy is that of begging the 
question, specitically of including the conclusion 
of their main argument: God exists- in one of its 
premises. As anyone with a little training in logic 
will recognise, if the conclusion appears in the 
premise, the syllogism will lead logically to the 
same, (and usually fallacious) conclusion. 

The end result of this is that they create a 
false axiom. an axiom is by definition both self- 
evident and unproveable. All our theorems, (geo- 
metrical and otherwise), indeed the sum total of 
human knowledge, are built on axioms. Therefore if 
even one of our axioms is false, our entire matrix 
of belief is built on sand. I propose here to 
strip away the many layers of error, self-deceit 
and outright chicanery and go right back to basics 
as regards the issue of unemployment. 

` Other people: politicians, economists and 
laymen are just as fallible as committed Christians, 
and on this subject they are even more close 
minded. For while some Christians will genuinely 
attempt to debate the question: Does God exist? 
none but a tiny minority of the aforementioned even 
considers the question; Does unemployment exist? 
This is not because they are in any sense bigoted; 
it is simply because the question has never entered 


their heads, primarily because it has never been 
allowed to enter their heads thanks to an enormous 


WHAT IS UNEMPLOYMENT? 


Let us not ask what is unemployment, rather ‘Who’ 
is unemployed? The obvious answer to that question 
is of course: Anyone who is not employed. Logically 
this answer cannot be faulted; however, while the 
answer is logically correct, it is factually wrong. 
This is because of the semantics involved. 
Rephrasing the question again we can ask ‘who’ « 
is employed? The logical answer to this question 
is anyone who works. To avoid the accusation of 
tautology we might. qualify this statement as 
follows: anyone who does paid work. Also there 
arises the question of classifying part time 
workers. For our purposes then let us assume that 
Only “anyone who is in FULL TIME PAID employment 
is employed. That leaves everybody else. Bug 
everybody else is not unemployed. Pensioners and 
People who have taken early retirement are not 
unemployed. Sick people and certain related 
Categories (eg the mentally subnormal ) are normally 
not regarded as unemployed. Students, children 
and non-working housewives are not unemployéd. 
Prisoners and other people outside the system are 
not unemployed. And finally, neither are the rich, 
Although most people most of us wonla consider 
rich do in fact work, there are others,(the idle 
rich?) who do not. This latter category are 
pertinent to our discussion because the only 
thing which separates them from those who are 


registered unemployed is the nature of their 
incomes. And there you have ite the unemployed 

are those who have no sufficient income save what 
the state gives them. The fact that the incomes 
Claimed by those on unemployment benefit or income 
support is unearned does not make it any different 
in essence from the incomes received by certain 
sons and daughters of our aristocracy. Whether the 
income comes from state benefits or from the 
family trust it is still essentially the same: 
unearned by the recipient. The main difference 
being that the family trust is likely to dish out 
considerably more than the DHSS. 


UNEARNED INCOME AND WORKFARE 


American-style workfare, currently being sneaked 
in through the back door disguised as employment 
training,is a scheme which, according to its 
proponents, is both meaningful and fair.Fair to 
whom? one might ask., 

One of workfares greatest advocates is 
Michael Heseltine. Mr Heseltine has gone on 
record as stating that able-bodied unemployed 
men, (and women ),' should be required to work 
for their benefit. If they don’t, then they should 
receive none. Fine, but sauce for the gander first. 
Although he works for a living, Michael Heseltine 
is also a man of means; rich beyond the dreams 
of avarice,in fact. Without attempting to make 
any assessment ot his personal, financial worth. 
it is reasonable to say that he is a millionaire 
many times over, and that his unearned income 
from equities, gilts, property ete must be con- 
siderably more than the thirty-three pounds and 
forty pence per week the unemployed currently 


receive. seg 

If Michael Heseltine insists that able-bodied 
“workshy’folk be denied their unearned income might 
they not unreasonably ask that first and foremost 
he give up his? Would anyone like to write to him 
and suggest this? Don’t hola your breath waiting 
for him to acquiesce. i 


IS WORK WORTHWHILE? 


Before we return to the real problem of unemployment, 
let us look at some types of employment and see what 
they have to offer society as a whole. Most people 
would agree that employment is desirable, that it 

is a good thing for people to be industrious, that- 
hard work is a virtue Why? Une stock in trade answer 


and indeed the world. But does it? Often the only 
thing, employment does is create work. This is a mere 


A burglar can work hard. In fact it he is very 
industrious a burglar may screw half a dozen or 
more premises a night. A pickpocket can work hard, 
sO Can a mugger. All these types not only keep” 
themselves busy, but they also generate employment 
for a number of service industries. if there were 


and hardly any prison staff at all. There would also 
be very little use for the security industry. In fact, 
if we were to find a miraculous cure for crime we 


would almost certainly double the unemployment 
figures overnight. The logical conclusion of this 
is that crime benetits society by generating 
employment, of course this idea is absurd, and 
nobody in his right mind would suggest that crime 
is anything but undesirable. Neither is it. simply 
a case of the cons outweighing the pros,(no pun 
intended); we do not need or want crime at all: 
full stop. So industriousness is not necessarily 
a good thing. 

The next objection the apologists for wage- 
slavery will raise is: Ah, but that is because 
crime is parasitic; it is making a living at 
somebody else’s expense. It is illegal anā 
immoral. Of course, if it weren’t illegal it 
_ wouldn’t be crime, by definition; and morality 
“is not just a nebulous thing, it changes with the 
4: times. That aside, let us take a look at a few 
other industries. 

The gambling industry creates hundreds of 
thousands of jobs. Does it create wealth, real 
wealth or in any sanse better the nation? Some 
call it leisure, but if this industry were to be 
closed down it would have not the slightest ill- 
effect on the economy. Undoubtably the illegal 
gambling industry would expand considerably, but 
the country as a whole would not suffer. Indeed, 
many tens of thousands of people,principally 
long-suffering housewives would find their own 
spending power boosted considerably. 

“Likewise the tobacco industry has nothing 
to recommend it. If cigarettes were banned there 
would be approximately 100,000 fewer premature 
deaths every year in Britain alone. The nation 
as a whole would be healthier, and there would 
be far less of a arain on our health services. 
Fewer jobs? 


The arms industry: it is not just GND supporters 
who would like to See this scaled down and nuclear 
Weapons abolished altogether. How many jobs does 


Yet another industry, (in this case very much 
a pseudo-industry), we would be better off without, 
is the stocks and shares side of the finance industry. 
Basically there are only two types of capitalist: 


risks, and thereby generate real wealth. The darling 
of the new breed of capitalists is, of course, Richard 
Branson. Then there are those who simply move money 


It is then not work in itself that is good. 
There is nothing edifying about it at all. Work is 


simply a means to an end. 

Back in the 1930’s, during the Great Depression, 
there were work camps for the umemployed. Men had to 
report there and do a day’s work in order to earn 
their benefit; assistance as it was then known. One 
of the things some men had to do was dig holes. A 
group would be set to work to dig a hole; the follow- 
ing day another group would be sent along to fill it 
in. Useful? Productive? Edifying? 


THE POVERTY TRAP 


A brief word now about low pay. It is very easy for 
the likes of Michael Heseltine to sit in the ivory 
towers ot their London clubs and preach to the great 
unwashed on the virtues of doing a good, honest,hard 
day’s work. But the likes of him have never had to 
work for two pounds an hour.dAnd yes, incredibly,there 
are people in full time employment earning that sort 
of money in Britain today.The main problem with low 
paid jobs though is not the actual low pay, but the 
poverty trap which inevitably results.Let us take 

the hypothetical though fairly typical case of a 
single man who, perhaps through no fault of his own 
finds himself homeless.He is moved into bed and 
breakfast accommodation by the local council at sixty 
pounds a week rent.He also receives income support. 
Now, if he takes a job at say one hundred pounds a 
week (net), he will lose almost the same amount in 
benefits.0Qn top of this, if he loses his job, eg if 

he is sacked or found unsuitable for some reason, 
under the present rules his benefit will be reduced 
or even stopped altogether.He is now in an even worse 
position than he would have been if he had not teken 
the job in the first place. What is he to do? 


In practice of course he would not have taken 
the job in the first place, at least,not on the cards 
This means he is trapped, possibly forever.If he want 
to improve his lot he has to venture into the black 
economy-In effect the only way he can get out of the 
rut is by criminalising himself. Although this partic 
ular case is hypothetical, many other similar ones ar 
not. There are tens of thousands, maybe hundreds of 
thousands of people in similar or worse positions in 
Britain today, many of them with families.No one shou 
have to live like this. 

Low pay and the poverty trap are the principal 
reasons there are so many jobs available in a climate 
of high unemployment, and so few willing hands to do 
them. Work is a curse,it is something which has to be 
done by most people in order to secure persomal goals 
eg a colour TV set, a home of one’s own, a holiday in 
the south of France, or even just to live with the 
dignity every human being is entitled to, but so many 
Cannot afford. 

Of course, certain etements of the Tory Party 
have found a novel way of generating a sense of pur po 
fulness and motivation for the most menial, lowest 
paid and most soul destroying work.That is to cut off 
people’s benefits entirely if they don’t take whateve- 
job they can get. This does indeed motivate people; 
it also intimidates, depresses and at times distresse: 
them. Other people are not so lucky. Having personall: 
perceived the enormous increase in beggars and dosser 
on the streets of London, (the overwhelming majority 
of them young), I can testify to the effects this 
policy has besides instilling motivation in the work- 
shy. How many of these and others end up in prisons, 
mental instituitions or dying by their own hands on 
account of this new realism is impossible to say. Yet 
it doesn’t have to be like this. 

What then is the solution to unemployment? and 


to low pay? 

I hope I have demonstrated sufficiently that 
“Unemployment is not necessarily bad and that employment 
is not necessarily good. The solution then ig not to 
the non-problem of unemployment, but to the very real 
problem of distributing sufficient income to people 
who have neither earned incomemor sufficient income 
(earned or otherwise) to live off. and when I say live 
off I do not mean to subsist, but to enjoy an active, 
healthy, meaninglful lifestyle and to participate in 
Society as fully as they are able to and wish. 


DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME 


The solution is simple. Every citizen over the age 

of eighteen should receive free, without obligation, 
and without any tax liability or means testing,a 
dividend, (preferably) paid weekly directly into his 

or her bank or building society account. This dividend 
to be funded not by government borrowing from private 
banks, nor by the creation of debt in any form, but 

by the simple expedient of the state using the power 
only it rightfully possesses: the power to create DEBT 


Of course, many objections to this will be raised, 
the Majority of them by vested interests. Such stock 


Credit can’t be created out of nothing. 

Yes it can! Banks do it all the time. (see notes) 
Printing money or creating credit would cause inflation. 
Big deal! We've got inflation already ,and personally 

as long as my dividend outpaces inflation I couldn’ t 
give a stuff. And neither should you. 


It’s immoral, it’s giving people Something for nothing. 


Pass the smoked salmon and we’ll discuss it later 
over cognacs 

The system would be costly and impractical to admin- 
ister. 

No more so than the compulsory ID cards which certain 
elements are now lobbying for. In any case, this last 
objection is the very opposite of what the system 
would be like in reality. 


HOW WOULD IT WORK? 


Everyone who wished to receive a weekly dividend 

would be required to register with a newly formed 
national authority. Steps would be taken to ensure 

that no person registered under another name or more 
than once. This would be very easy to do in practice; 
penalties for fraud could be set very high. People 

who did not wish to receive a dividend, (Michael 
Heseltine and other rich men of principle for example), 
would simply not register. Alternatively everyone 

Could be registered by central government and those 

who chose not to receive it could sign a waver annually 
The unclaimed dividends could be redistributed within 
the fund or diverted to worthy causes: local charities 
for example. 

Fundamentally this is all there would be to it. 
Initially, social security rights would be unaffected, 
BUT, eventually the National Dividend would lead to 
the complete withdrawal of the benefits system. This 
is how. i 

In the first instance, people would be eligible 
for exactly the same social security rights regardless 
of how much they received in the way of dividend 
income. The dividend would simply be disregarded when 
benefit claims, (including pensions), were assessed. 


Ml 


Because of this, what would happen is that many people 
who had been unemployed for some time on account of the 
poverty trap would be lure® back into low paid jobs, or 
perhaps lucrative part time work. As more people signed 
off, the benefit system could be reduced and the divi- 
ĝend correspondingly increased until finally the 
National Dividend became sufficient for everyone to at 
least subsist oft.True, there would 6411 need to be 
Some state benefits for People with special needs, eg 
the severely disabled, but eventually these could all 
be turned over to charity. The increasing affluence 

of the population in general would greatly reduce the 
burden on charities and voluntary organisations, so 
they would be able to devote more of their resources 

to the few truly needy cases. 

Also when one considers the very real savings 

that would be made by the eventual phasing out of 
the benefit system, the National Dividend would quite 
» likely pay for itself out of that.Consider the massive 
@xpenditure on social security and unemployment benefit 
offices: staff Wages and salaries, computers and other 
hardware. Even the Savings on paper would be collosal, 
Think of all the useless bureaucracy that could de 
Scrapped. The social security snoopers who could be 

put out to grass. Prosecuting even one case of fraud 

can cost thousands of Pounds in administration costs 
and court fees. None of this would be necessary with 
the triumph of the National Dividend. 


THE COLLAPSE OF WORK 


Those who scoff at or ridicule the idea of the National 
Dividend, (or Social Credit), should stop and ask them- 
Selves what is the only real alternative? The answer to 


that is more work, even more work and yet more work. 
If this truly is the case then these people had better 
consider the root cause of ‘unemployment’ in their 
future dystopia. That can be summed up in one word: 
technology. 

At one time, work was labour intensive,indeed, 
life was labour intensive. To eke out a living, people 
had to work long hours, six or seven days a week; and 
holidays were all but unknown. Under these conditions 
the idea of hard work being virtuous, (though still 
false), may not have been a bad idea to put around. 
The harder people worked, the less absolute poverty 
there was. Assuming this ethic ever had any use, or 
contained even,a grain of truth, it is fair to say it 
belongs to a byegone age. The world has come a long 
way since the industrial revolution and before. First, 
increasing specialisation, then exponential leaps in 
technology have enabled productivity to be increased 
enormously, and leisure hours to expand. 

This latter has led, inevitably, to increasing 
employment in the leisure industries.In fact, every 
new development in technology and increase in prod- 
uctivity does lead to some job creation. The fact 
remains though that with every year that passes and 
with every advance in technology there are more and 
more people and fewer-and fewer jobs. It is mdways 
possible to create more and more unnecessary or even 
useless jobs, recall the work camp and the hole 
diggers. But unless there is either a full scale 
Luddite revolution or a fundamental change in the 
way spending power is distributed this does nothing 
but aggravate the situation. It is a particular kind 
of absurdity which creates Mickey Mouse jobs on the 
one hand and calls for greater productivity on the 
other. oe 

If we look just a little further ahead in time 
we will see that many or indeed most of the jobs which 


are today performed by human beings, will be taken 
over by robots. Though we will always need doctors, 
teachers, policemen etc. (as long as our Species exists 
iniits present form), it is probably true to say that 
90% or more of manufacturing jobs are on their way out. 
Why should any company employ ten men when it can employ 
one machine? or even ten machines? ne bonus here is 
that manufacturing costs are likely to fall even further 
as productivity rises. This has been happening in many 
industries for centuries.A more modern example is the 
humble television set; consider how cheap is this and 
other sophisticated electrical and electronic equipment 
nowadays,(in real terms, in comparison with ten years 
ago. 

This is something which should make manufacturers 
Jump for joy. However, they’1l be in for a jump of a 
different kind when they realise that nobody can afford 
to buy their quality cheap goods because 90% or more 
of their potential customers are on the dole. 

This is the inevitable result of continuing to 
pursue the current insane policies of striving to 
reduce unemployment. and it is not just a Tory madness ; 
the Labour Party is just as committed as the Thatcher- 
ites to condemn us all to a future of wage-slavery. 
Their ends are exactly the same; they differ only in 
their means. of course, we can have full employment 
tomorrow, all we have to do is start another wart But 
why should we have either when instead we can have a 
Sound financial system, loadsamoney and leisure for all? 

Alas, there is a long way to go, and there will be 
many hiccups on the way, many of them artificially 
induced.But the first step that must be taken is to 
liberate the creation of credit from privately owned | 
institutions and turn it over to the state so that | 
money no longer comes into circulation as an irređeem- 
able debt, but as an interest-free, debt-free gift. 

It has been many years since Ç H Douglas first 
proposed the creation of a National Dividend. How many 


more must pass, and how much more human suffering 
must be generated before the idea becomes a reality? 


NOTES 


for a detailed discussion on how credit is created 
out of nothing and loaned out as an interest-bearing 
debt the reader is reférred to the following public- 
ations. The iniquity of the current debt based. money 
system lies in the ability of banks (privately owned 
institutions) to create paper wealth by the simple 
expedient of writing figures in a book and lénd it. 
for profit against the real wealth of the people. 

Although your bank manager may winge at the 
suggestion, (as did mine), economists do not nowadays 
dispute the fact that banks create credit out of 
nothing. 


suggested further reading: 
The Money Trick by the Institute of Economis 


Democracy (Australia) 


The Monopoly Of Credit by C H Douglas 
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